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File Code: 1300 

Date: February 12, 2004 
  
  
Mr. Rene Voss 
John Muir Project/Earth Island Institute 
P.O. Box 1236 
Takoma Park, MD 20912 
 
Dear Mr. Voss: 
 
This letter provides our determination in response to your Request for Reconsideration filed 
under the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Information Quality Guidelines 
(IQG) and Data Quality Act (DQA) (Pub. L. No. 106-554 §515).  You originally sought 
correction of information related to the initial data set for timber harvest effects monitoring.  
 
We have given your Request for Reconsideration careful examination and thoroughly reviewed 
your concerns.  According to USDA IQG, the review of your Request for Reconsideration was 
based on the explanation and evidence you provided.  Because your Request for Reconsideration 
was one of the first submitted, USDA convened a panel to determine whether panels would be an 
effective method.   
 
The panel was charged to determine whether the initial agency review of your Request for 
Correction was conducted with due diligence.  The panel reviewed your request for conformity 
to both Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and USDA information quality guidance.   
Panelists examined the original request, the Forest Service response document, information 
provided by Forest Service and USDA websites, and the information you provided in your 
Request for Reconsideration.  Panel members included USDA employees familiar with the Data 
Quality Act, and who assisted in development of Departmental guidance in this area.  In order to 
formulate an independent review, the panel comprised two employees from other USDA 
agencies and a Forest Service representative.   
 
The panel affirmed the Forest Service response dated July 29, 2003, and found no basis to 
support retraction or amendment of that original agency response.  It determined that the initial 
agency response was conducted with a great deal of care and diligence.  The panel carefully 
considered the information that was provided and concluded that the documented, on-site 
observations of Forest Service resource specialists provided sufficient precision to determine the 
individual and cumulative significance of the effects of limited timber harvest activities.  The 
panel rejected your position regarding excluding the use of observation in support of the analysis 
and found no compelling reason that Forest Service should rely exclusively on the use of 
measurement.  
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Your position that the Forest Service did not use sound analytical methods for its scientific and 
economic analyses and that the Forest Service did not use reasonably reliable data and 
information are addressed by the Forest Service use of procedures developed under the National 
Environmental Policy Act and by agency procedures for field surveys that are found in the Forest 
Service Manual.  You also contend that observation does not ensure transparency.  However, the 
information was explained to the intended audience and also published in the Federal Register.  
Finally, you assert that the Forest Service failed to identify clearly sources of uncertainty that 
may affect data quality.  The issue of uncertainty was treated adequately because the data 
provided had enough precision to determine whether Forest Plan standards were met and to 
determine whether there were significant environmental effects.  The information you provided 
does not demonstrate that the challenged information is inconsistent with USDA IQG. 
 
In conclusion, the information you provided was considered carefully.  However, after full 
consideration and careful, thorough review, I conclude there is no substantive merit to your 
claims. The information you provided does not demonstrate that the information is inconsistent 
with USDA’s Information Quality Guidelines.  A copy of the panel’s recommendation is 
enclosed for your information.  
 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
/s/ Gloria Manning 
TOM L. THOMPSON 
Deputy Chief for National Forest System 
 
     












